_C'bapter 1

It’s Up io You

A problem is a need for change. A dream or goal
you have is a problem. At this moment, you face several prob-
lems. This isn't at all unusual; it's the perpetual human condi-
tion. Life is an ongoing struggle. The purposc of solving
problems and accomplishing legitimate dreams isn't 1o remove
them, but to give meaning and direction to the struggle.

Purposes direct the search for solutions in positive uxys.
Harnessing the creative, productive energy behind this princi-
ple is a major goal of this book. By deciding to read this book,
you've alrcady taken a more purposcful approach to your prob-
lems. Even if you can't give specific reasons why, you sense
that you can be more cffective, can take more decisive, per-
sonal control of your circumstances.

If you feel this way, you share a sense of purpose with all
the people who were involved in shaping this book from a few
basic mental concepts to a finished product. You share this

= purpose with the book’s authors, cditors, typesctiers, proof-
~ readers, printers, bindery workers—the list goes on. If we all
- got together, we could probably agree on the main purpose of
this book: to develop yonr personal cffectiveness. You do pos-
sess the freedom to shape your life dealing with problems.
& It might not be apparent that enhancing your personil
~ability to deal with problems will have noticeable vlfects on
the world around you. Asserting, “It's up to you,” might seem
o be little more than empty cheerleading After all, there
~aren't many things we do entircly by oursclves. Most of our
problems involve some group action, whether at our jobs,
 with our families and friends, at school—wherever. Ultimately,
for almost any type of problem, some organization seems o
~ be in control.
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Although dealing with, or within, an organization can be
overwhelming, it’s not just cheerleading to say that you can
make a difference. When you think a bit about group dyoum-
ics—the ways people interact with one another—you can sce
that omganizations often—indeed, typically—have trouble ap-
proaching problems. At the first sign of a problem, you, as an
individual, are likely 1o be far more effective than the assem-
bled resources of Mitsubishi, General Motors, or any other
organization, large or small. The reason is simple: Organization
only becomes effective after; not before, the purposes of work-
ing on a problem are identificd.

Think about it. What is the purpose of an organization?
Organizuions are just groups of individuals whose efforts are
structured, through certain relationships, o tackle big jobs.
Organization is needed to carry out, to implement, tasks that
are (oo big for individuals.

The strongest man in the world could not build a sky-
scraper by himsell, but one person, unassisted, could define
the purposes and conceive of the design for a skyscraper. In-
dividual human brinpower is the world's most vithwable re-
source, The brinpower of individuals drives all organizational
clfort.

Initially, before a plan of action has been devised, a large
group of people cannot approach a problem. Individuals have
to do that If you have a stake, or concern, in a particular
prablem, you have to take hold of ic

Again, an organization, as a collectuve body, can't ap-
proach a problem. Individuals have to focus the attention of
the group effort. An extension of this concept is that in group
cfforts, it takes an individual 1o help organize the group m
defining the purposes of working on a particular problem.

As basic as this idea is, it's amazing how many people—
including influential corporate managers and public officials—
don't seem to appreciate its implications. As individuals, we
can think of countless reasons not to tke action personally.
How muny times bave you read that a committee has been
fprnn:d to study this or that crisis? Why is it that committees
Often end up doing little or nothing?
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The shortcomings of the conventional committee ap-
proach became apparent when a task force of federal and state
government officials—including hundreds of experts, profes-
sionals, and  bureancrats—nd  industry  and  environmental
groups attempted to converge on the problem of the gypsy
moth,

Gypsy moths are insects that threaten to eat their way
into the history books by denuding most of the trees in North
America. This problem has been lurking around for more than
a hundred years, actally since the cretures were imported to
Massachusetts from France in 1869,

Gradually at first, this pest, which had fow predators in
the area, spread to twelve states in the Northeast. Some have
been found as far away as Florida, Wisconsin, and California

Berween 1970 and 1976, agricultucal experts estimated
that the larvae of the gypsy moth consumed one to two mil-
lion acres of vegetution per year. If left unchecked, hordes of
them could gobble up a large portion of the country’s forests,
woodlots, and suburban greenery.

In 1973, the US. Congress finally appreciaied the poten-
tial anger of millions of taxpayers suddenly deprived of their
shide trees. The nation's representilives put pressure on the
Department of Agriculiure ( USDA) to do something before the
ungreening of America reached crisis proportions. This en-
couragement was backed up with about $50 million in public
funds to cover an in-depth, five-year program.

In an understandable fAurry of activity, groups within
USDA started gathering data They studied the characteristics
and behavior of the insect, predicted its spread and impact,
identified alternative methods of control, and evaluated the
potential damage to the environment that these control mea-
sures might cause,

several years later, the department had amassed huge
amounts of information, and groups within USDA had become
expert in various aspects of the problem. State governments,
industry, and cnvironmental groups had also joined the effort.
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But factions had formed within the department and the various
agencics involved. These ictions each had different assess-
ments of the problem; and, in some cases, the disagreements
had festered to the point of outright antagonism. Since each
faction had become defensive about its position and role in
solving the problem, a deadlock existed.

No one had the faintest notion of how to coordinate the
participants in order to proceed further. Taking action would
mean coordinating many ornganizations at the federal, state, and
private levels. Consultants bad submitted reports on several
proposed pest-management systems, but cach faction objected
strongly to different report recommendations. Since no agree-
ment could be reached on a plan of action, the reporis, rep-
resenting years of cffort, were shelved. Mcanwhile, the little
moths continucd to chomp, chomp, chomp their way past the
Appalachians.

At this point, one of the more courageous participants
put in a call to Nadler, who was then at the University of
Wisconsin at Madison.

“Gerry,” the caller said, “we've been working on this
thing for three and a half years. We've got a stack of reports.
We can tell you about the biology of the gypsy moth. We can
tell you all about defoliation levels. We can tell you about the
impact on the social scene when the oak trees are stripped
bare. But we don't know anything about how to put together
a national gypsy moth pest management system, What do you
think we should do?”

At least, Nadler's response was truthful: *1 haven't the
slightest idea”

Perhaps what the caller expected was something like:
“Let’s get the Army and convert a bunch of flamethrowers into
spray guns and blast "em right out of the ecosystem!” After all,
consultants are supposcd to see those obvious answers that
have been staring others in the face all along.

MNadler does admit to having a healthy, perhaps even con-
siderable, ego. It's a thrll to get a call from Washington asking
you to come up with a solution that millions of dollars and
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thoustnds of stall-hours have filed to produce. It would be
tempting to toss oul an answer, any answer, (o ket them know
that, this time, they've come to the guy who knows what's
what.

well, he'd been preaching to future industrial engineers
and urban/regional planners in his university classes that they
should adways start a project by questioning the purposes of
wuorking on it Didn't he have the courage of his convictions?
He swallowed hard and said: “Maybe whal we need fiest is a
project to plan the project”

It certainly didn't sound like an impressive, expert re-
sponse. In fact, it sounded rather evasive. The real effect,
though, was to defuse an explosive situation. Nadler felt be
had no husiness trying to out-expert people who had been
studying the problem for years, Instead, he shifted attention
from the problem of the gypsy moths to the problem of or-
ganizing the group to combat them.

‘The USDA's immediate problem, it urned out, was nol
the gypsy moth, but the disagreement among the people in-
volved. The organization was deadlocked because of differ-
ences in the biases and perceptions of individuals, Nadler
suspected that, though these people disagreed about details of
the project, they would have much less trouble reaching a
consensus about what the project was supposed to achieve.

He suggested that a starting point would be (o convene
representatives of the concerned groups and get them to focus
not on the details of solving the pest problem, but only on the
purposes of working on the problem. So, in July 1977, Nadler
and his colleagues from Madison led a group of cighteen key
people in 2 meeting to plan not the pest management project
itself, but a system jor planning the project

Disagreements were set aside temporanly as the group
thought about the purposes of a project just for planning
the Lirger project. On this subject, there were relatively
few existing biases and differences. The group could think
constructively about who would be involved in the plan-
ning cffort, how much it might cost, and how long it would
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take. After only onc day of discussion, the group had se-
lected a planning committee and cstablished a budget and
schedule,

Several months [ater, the short-range project plan was
carried out—a general meceting was held to begin the planning
of the larger pest management project. In attendance were
twenty-two people representing federal and state agencies, pri-
vate industry, and university rescarch groups. Each participant
came equipped with what the pop psychologists call “negative
tapes”—complaints, defenses, and reasons for not participating.

It was apparent that they all wondered who these hot-
shots from Wisconsin were: “Who are they to tell us what to
do?

The task force participants continucd to harbor all kinds
of negative feelings toward each other: “Who are the feds o
order the states around? Why do we need these peddiers who
just want to push their own brands of chemicals? What does a
university professor know about getting things done in the real
world?”

As you might expect, the planning session was punctuat-
ed by heated arguments. The participants argued about levels
of concentration of insceticide spray. They argued about tim-
ing mechanisms, biological cycles, and impacts on the ecosys-
tem. But, each time bickering broke out, Nadler and his team
steered the discussion toward the purposes of these decisions
and measures. Attention trned to questions such as: What arc
we (rying to accomplish with the spraying? What's the point
of trying biological interventions? Why be concerned with en-

vironmental impacis?

On these points, there was much less argument. Discuss-
mg purposes was relatively easy to do: It threatened no one
and wmed attention away from points of controversy and to-
ward common goals. In short: People usually can agree about
uerposes.

The task force planning group held a series of meetings.
The first two or three sessions began with the usual bloodlet-
ting, as factions insisted on raising old arpuments and reassert-
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ing their respective positions. At each mecting, though, the
participants scemed to need this catharsis less and less. Pur-
poses began to direct the problem-solving process.

At the first meeting, the group agreed on an overall pur-
pose for the pest management program: Cope with gypsy
moths at all levels of population. The group identified ways
that the effectiveness of the progrum could be measured, and
even outlined what an ideal pest management system would
accomplish,

At the second mecting, discussion leaders noticed that
some of the participants were quick to propose ways that the
identified purposes could be carried out. They injected their
own ideas about organizational structure and administration.
Thiese proposed details of solution just aggravated the old dif-
ferences. ‘The group was tending toward the political issues
that had stalled the program in the first place.

To move the group in more constructive directions, the
discussion leaders suggested concentrating on the functions—
the planning purposes—of the proposals. The group was cn-
couraged to reserve for later meetings the question of what
person or agency would be responsible. Again, agreement on
purposes was much easier, and a preliminary plan began to
emerge. The group was able to rank the functions it bad iden-
tified in order of priorities for planning,

By January 1978, the planning group had been able to
define what the target, or end-product, system would do. The
group was split into committees around each of the functions
they'd identified in the planning mectings: operations plinning,
pest surveillance, environmental considerations, intervention,
public communication, and 50 on.

In short: Successfud problem solvers use a target solution
as an effective guide in developing details of what otbers
consider breakibroughs

By this time, the group was working in a highly directed,
coordinated way. While cxploring the purposes of their work,
they discovered their common interests. Essentially, they got
into the habit of agreeing. At cach point of agreement, positive
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feelings helped motivate the group toward the next step. 1o
this sense, they began to behave as a truly organized body,
rather than as a diverse collection of individuals,

This isn't the end of the story, just the beginning. The
important thing is that it was a pood beginning—one that
eveniually produced an ellective, nationwide pest management
program. Coming into s conlused and unfocused group offort,
a few individuals helped it get organized by concentrating only
on the prrposes of solution, not on the problem itself. For the
proup, defining purposes and developing ideal solutions dis-
closed points of agreement, encouraged positive feelings, and
created a sense of mission. Individuals within the group could
see more clearly how they could contribute to a solution.

The idea of focusing on purposes and solutions-after-next
isn't always popular, especially when a problem situation be-
comes urgent. If the members of a group feel that they're
facing a crisis, there’s a2 mamral tendency o want to get on
with it, to do something—anything—before it's too Late. In this
situation, someone who wants to talk about purposes and ide-
als can be scen at first as a troublemaker, someone who is
standing in the way of progress.

At somc time, you've probably been in a mecting that
was called to deal with a crisis. The dynamics of the mecting
might hive been similar to those in the following story.

Not long ago, the tenants of an apartment building be-
came alarmed about a number of break-ins that had been re-
ported in their neighborhood. In one incident, a middle-aged
min was killed with his oan gun when he attempted o stop
a burglar, Later that night, after the ambulance and the police
had left, the tenants met 1o talk about what they could do to
protect themselves,

Al first, there was no real dircction (o the meeting, They
took turns relating the facts that were known about the inci-
dent that night. Others related similar experiences, news items
they'd read, close calls they'd had personally. Finally, somc-
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body said, “Let’s get on with this! What the hell are we gonna

do?”
Of course, no one really knew. That's what they'd called

the meeting for. Most of them came cxpecting 1o be told what

10 do. No one had any answers, but there were plenty of opin-

i0ns:

. “We wouldn’t be here, you know, if the police would just
enforce the law”

« “Yeh, they let criminals off too easy. Nonc of ‘em pay.”

« “I think the police are doing what they can.”

« “You can call the cops, but you could die waiting for them
to get here”

« “That’s just because people call them cvery time a dog
knocks over a trash can”

« “Call the cops. That's all we can do.”

« “No, We can get together and police this building ourselves.”

« “Look. I'm all for taking action; but 1 can’t sparc much time
for this.”

« “Some of us here never take part. The same people run the
block party every year. What ever happened to pitching in?”

« “Me and my brother can fight ‘'em. We ain't afraid of any-

body.”

“What would we do if we came across somebody dangerous?

We can't carry guns.”

“It’s drugs. ‘They're all high on drugs.”

L]

And so on,

Most of the comments were nogllive; many were com-
plaints. Most of the pcople wure angry, and it was n:ttur.ﬂr o
want to blame someone. The remarks that suggested action
seemed poorly thought out. A sense of frustration began to
build. .

Finally, 2t young woman blurted, “just why are we here?
‘This is a wastc of timc.”

It was a hostile remark. The woman was genuinely fed
up. The meeting scemed pointless. Other people, who felt
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they were finally getting & chance to spaik their minds, were
offended. There was a stony silence from the group.

But the woman persisted, “I've heard a lot about what's
wrong. | don’t like it any more than you do. But pobody's told
me why we're here”

e fo many in the group, the Woman wis just being obiuse.
¢ man thought he'd put an end 0 her objections: “We're
here 1o deal with criminals. It's about time.”
' 'Fhr:: woman w?uldn’t give up. She geouinely questioned
‘[-::3 :;:, should be involved. Whether she knew it or not she
; en the first step toward dealin cilectively wi :
St ju ively with the

She iﬂw.m:d her voice and asked the belligerent man, “Do
you really think that we cn hope 10 deal with criminals?”

Spomeone else answered, “we're here o enforce the law!”

As E'u' as the young wonin was concerned, this wasn't an
answer. “Can we enforce the law?” she asked.
et Mhe reply was, “The police are supposcd to enforce the

: l-‘rc.lm another comner of the room, a boy, probably not
LL:; m his teens, offered, “We could help the police enforee the

The youny woman looked hard at

: the boy. “Now fhat

sounds like something we could work on.” :
o ‘The belligerent man confronted the young woman, as if,
inding a purposc for the meeting, she now had responsibility
for dealing with the problem.

“How can we help the police?” he asked.

At first, lI.u: wonun's answer sounded as though she want-
ed o antagonize him. “1 haven't the slightest idea,” she said.

) ITH:n, mc'lm:ught a moment, and continued: “Why don’t
we invite a police officer here? Let’s ask him what kind of help
they need.” For the first ime that night, she smiled a lirtle, “If
FOu wint, I'll even make the call”

- Not much later, the meeting broke up—afier the tenants
f:.:i agreed that they would meet again soon with a police
ot IC:EI:. The purpose of their meeting, it turmed out, had been

gain 2 purpose in working together. Eventually, they afl
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agreed the purpose was 10 help the police enforce the Lo
Once that purpose was identified, the next step seemed ob-
vious,

The young womin in this story didn’t solve the problen.
Quite patucally, and thinking perhaps only of her own busy
schedule, she qur.mliﬂnud why she should b involved in solyv-
ing it at all Instinctively, she rned the attention of the group
0 the purpose of the meeting, Members of the group resisted
talking about purposcs at first. but eventually realized that 2

rpose Was peeded. And it wils <omething on which they
could all agred.

The idea that purposes are arcas of potential agreement
points foward ways that individuals can be effective in group
efforts. This is a major advantage of thinking, about purposes,
but it's not the main reason for starting that way- Even when
you're working on 4 problem by yourself, focusing first On
purposes can increase your chances of success.

in other words: Defining the prurposes af working on a
problem asSures that you will apfrly your efforts in areas
where you can bave the gredatest fmpact.

‘Thinking about the purposes for wuorking on i problem
prevents wasted cffort. This approach guarantees that you're
not going to be working on something that won't meet your
needs, Further, finding the right purpose greatly increases your
chances of discovering @ breakthrough or an innovative solu-
L.

Finding the right purpose 10 work on involves thinking
about purposes at different levels. For any problem, there can
be many purposes of solution.

Consider 2 relatively minor pmh'ucm—-ﬁn-:ling A Missing
bicycle key. You buy a new, exprnsive bicycle. Sinct you've
had the experience of having a bicycle stolen, you purchase 2
chain lock for securing the bicycle while it's unattended.

But a problem arises because you haven't made a habit
of carrying the key with you, and cometimes you forget it You
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might say that your problem is to ind a missing key. How
could it be any more complicated than thar?

Well, another, broader, purpose is found by asking, What's
the purpose of finding the key? A purpose at this level might
be to be able to use the bicycle. A series of contimully Larger
purposes can be found by following this progression, asking
the purpose of cach purpose.

Another way of finding multiple purposes is o write
down all the purposes you can think of, large and small. For
the bicycle-key problem, you might come up with a list like
this:

* Locate (missing) bicycle key.
* Secure the bhicycle.

* Get 1o schoolwork.

* Have key available at all times.
* Use the bicycle.

* Get exercise,

* Keep track of key.

* Have transportation.

Notice that some of these purposes are broader than oth-
ers. “Keep track of key™ is a smaller purpose than “have trans-
portation.” These dilferent purposes can be arranged as a
progression from small to large, from immediate to long-range,
from minor to major. This ranking, or ordering, of purposes is
called a purpose bierarchy. The reason to think in terms of
purpose hicrarchics is to And the level at which your efforts
will produce the most effective results. Ranking the purposes
above from small to large produces a purpose hicrarchy (sec
Figure 1-1).

One of the important differences among these levels of
purposes has to do with the sesnber of wenys you can find for
achieving them. If your purpose is “locate (missing) bicycle
key,” you might get a mental picture of scarching through desk
drawers, One of the problems of working at this level is that
the purpose implies that the key will alrays be missing.

:
:
:
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Lowcate (missing ) bicycle key,
Keep trick of key.

Have key availahie,

Secure the bicycle

Lisc the bicycle
et rn:'n:i_m

Get 1o schoolworks
]

Have transporiation. -

Figure 1-1. Purposc hierarchy for finding 2 missing bicycle key

Moving to a larger purposc level reveals a wider nnge of
solutions. The purpose "have kcy available at all times” sug-
gests designating specific storage locations for the kq “Secure
the bicycle” suggests alternate ways of parking the bicycle that
dom’t necessarily involve keys. Even larger purposes, such as
“pet exercise,” 5.uggt:5t many other solutions besides riding the
bicycle—swimming, jogging, playing tennis, and so on .

" There is no single, correct purpose level for attacking this
or any problem. But there is a level, usually larger tjun the
first one, that addresses what really needs to be accomplished
for a specific situation. ‘This purpose level suggests a Larger
number of solution options, some of which may ncver have
been considered in relation to the problem. These solutions
represent breclethronghs.

Coming up with a purpose hicrarchy for the hiq-clr-l._:t:}'
problem probably isn't necessary. You wouldn't need to think
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so methodically to come up with the idea of tiking the bus
instead. A more striking example might be called “The Case of
the Slippery Packing Crates.” Recently, a pational manufaciurer
of consumer goods made some major chianges in its distribu-
tion methods, These changes represented an innovation in the
wity companies in that industry conduct their business. Bul
the company didn’'t happen on this breakthrough overnight It
all started when its distributors complained that the company’s
warchouses were sending them damaged goods.

Company management called in an efficiency expert (o
investigate the problem. The expert immediatcly set about
gathering statistics on warchouse operations. She studicd the
nature of the damage, the perishability of the product, the
frequency of shipping dclays, as well as labor hours and all
aspects of distribution costs.

From her study, she concluded that the damage was Oc-
curring on the loading docks. Symptoms of inefficiency in this
area included damaged crates, chronic delays in shipment, and
excessive overtime.

To this efficiency expert, dealing with the problem came
down to “fixing what's wrong” with the loading operation.
Most of the symptoms had to do with manual labor on the
shipping dock. Therefore, a sensible, straightforward approach
seemed to be finding 2 way to automate the loading of trucks.

This expert’s approach is typical of the way many people
set out to solve a problem. In effect, they make 2 checklist of
what's wrong. ‘Then they go about fixing each item on the list.
When they have checked off all the items, they declare the
problem solved.

A pitfall of this approach is that you can rapidly become
immersed in the details of solving a problem without really
understanding cither the nature of the problem or the reasons

for solving it. In short, focusing on what's wrong ignores the
purposes of solution. (This approach also requires the often
incorrect assumption that something has to be wrong with the
present situation, as in locating a “missing” key. )

Although she never gave it much thought, the expert
assumed the purpose of the loading dock was essentially this:
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Find an cfficient way O load trucks. With this starting point,
the solution scemed obvious: Automate the Imfiill.g docks. .

“The expert, then, came up with an inger:u-:;-u: way to m;
stall ::umpuu_'recmtmllr.ﬂ conveyors for loading trucks. l‘hf..
system she designed would cost about s(ﬂr,ulm per Iw:urclmum
location, and she estimated that the resulting Savings would
pay for the new equipment in about cight months.

For major business investments, a very favorable ]‘.I'.l}‘tx_ll:k
period, or time fo recoup an investment, is one year or less. A
payback period of eight months would be scen as an r.-xt:u:[v
tional opportunity. Feeling that she had an excellent solution,
the expert eagerly presented ber recommendations o the
company’s vicc president of OpCTations. .

'fhe cost of refitting each warchouse was relatively mod-
est for such a large company. But it owned twenty-four warc-
houses. Thus, the otal commitment for all their warehouses
was a $1.44 million decision, one which also could displace
hundreds of workers.

gince the company also had staff engincers, there had
been little justification for calling in an outside expert. But
there's a certain mystique about oulside cum;ulnmt.rr-—he:m-{r—
hitters. The vice prosident was inclined to respect the c:':fpcﬂs
recommendations; but, largely for the sake of good poliics, he
mrmed to the internal group for a second opinion.

The internal industrial engincering group assigned one of
its younger staff members the job of verifying the cxpert’s
report. Since no onc expected 0 match the favorable return
offcred by the expert’s plan, the assignment Wis made almost
randomly. . ‘

The staff engineer who was assigned (o the pmn:f;'t was
. recent college graduate who had lintle ::xl?lr:ritmcc 'i‘!-’lﬂl. the
COMpay, much less in shipping and materials h;l.ndlmg,_ Un-
daunted by the expert’s opinion, however, the staff q:ng:n‘m:*r

took on the job cnthusiastically. Here was 4 cl'u-:ncr: for visibil-
ity at the highest management levels, even if, in the end, he
niighl rubber-stamp the cxperts findings.

The young engincer had little to draw 1|Ipun uxcn:pt_.fnr
his previous course work in industrial planning and design.
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These courses had emphasized purpose-directed problem solv-
ing. He therefore ignored most of the facefinding in the ex-
peet’s report and looked first at the purpose it implied.

To the staff engineer, the purpose “to load trucks”
seemed to be one of the smaller, identifable purposes. What
is the purpose of loading trucks? That purpose, he reasoned,
might be 1o consolidate shipments (o deaters. And the purpose
of consolidation might be 1o’ ransport products to dealers.
This line of reasoning proceeded through a number of larger
purposes, up to the major purpose: Distribute company prod-

uets o the marketplace.

- Of the relatively few options available for loading trucks,
it scemed that the expert had discovered onc of the better
ones. But was automating the loading docks the best way of
distributing the company’s products to the marketplace?

Once this larger purpose was identificd, the range of
choices was much broader. Still larger purposes, such as pro-
viding useful products to consumers, were probably 100 big to
be addressed by the study. Yet finding alternatives at the dis-
tribution level might be productive.

You don’t have to know much more about the young
engineer's approach to see how his eventual conclusion grew
directly from examining these Jarger purposes. When his study
was completed, he asked to meet with the vice president.

When the day of the presentation finally came, the young
man was confronted by a roomful of exceutives, including the
top managers of distribution and enginecring. After some cur-
sory introductions, the vice president was blunt: “Well, do we
g0 ahead and spend this money?”

‘The young cogineer was on the spot for the first time in
his carcer. The stakes were awfully high if he were wrong, He
could barely get the words out: “No sir,” he said.

Startled, some of the participants began  murmuring
among themselves. Well, the young man reasoned, ar least T've
won their artention.

The vice president wanted the bottom line, and quickly.
“You've got another way to automate those docks?” .

“No,” the young man said.

i
§;
i
;

Pt e

I'Ts UP 10 YOUu 33

Even as a child, he'd been taught always 1o speak up, o
make all his mistakes in a loud, confident voice. Well, here
poes, he thought.

Boldly, he declared, "1 think you should sell the ware-
houses.”

His plan, it umed oul, was not exactly to scii all the
warchouses. e proposed that the company maintain a few
regional warchouses, cach to be stocked by air shipment di-
rectly from the company’s manufacturing plants, Eliminating
local warchouses would simplify freight transfers so there
would be fower physical handling points for each shipment,
more direct and rapid dcliveries, and lower inventory levels in
the ficld.

In response to these recommendations of a solution-after-
next, and after considering many other alternatives, the com-
pany finally sold twenty of its warehouses, retaining four as
regional shipping depots. To avoid firing anyone, alternative
employment was found for workers who were displaced by
the decision. Most of the company’s inventory was maintained
at plant locations, and stocking levels were reduced because
of the increased efficiency of the new nationwide distribution
system. The original problem of damaged goods was resolved
by eliminating physical handling steps, not through automi-
ton

The actual swvings 1o the company wils hundreds of mil-
lions of dollars per year, and the improvements in its clfective-
ness A4S an organization werc immeasurable. Eventually, its
competitors had 10 restruciure along the same lines or face
going out of business.

‘The lesson of this story lies not in the cleverness of the
young engincer’s solution, but in the opportunities that werc
opencd up by the way he approached the project. If, mstead,
he had merely focused on better ways of loading trucks, he
might never have considercd alternative distribution methods.

The key to innovation in this casc—and the engineer’s

.l creativity—came in the initial phasc of working on the
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problem. In this critical phase, he found a purposc level—a
position within a purpose hierarchy—to guide the rest of the
work. This was the level that held the most promise for real-
izing a genuine breakthrough.

Finding the “right” purpose to work on docsn’t guarantee
finding a breakthrough. But it certainly helps the odds. Just
knowing that you'rc working on an cffective level, toward a
worthwhile purpose, can also increase your confidence in ap-
proaching a problem.

With this confidence comes a genuine power of positive
thinking. This power does not necessarily proceed from
strength of will or exceptional motivation. It's just a natural
consequence of knowing you're on the right track.

The examples in this chapter illustrate how purposes can
direct your search toward truly uscful solutions. You can also
begin to sce why organizations have trouble approaching prob-
fems. Initially, it takes an individual 10 encourige a group of
people to agree first aboul purposes.

As purposes emerge, the group can organize itsell around
them. Arranging these purposes in a hicrarchy, from smaller to
larger, opens ranges of options, possibly including some real
innovations. Working at larger levels of purpose increases the
chances for breakthrough and maximizes cifectiveness in deal-
ing with the problem.

There are other lessons to be drawn from such success
stories, ‘These lessons represent the seven principles of Break-
through Thinking that are advanced in this book.

1. The most successful problem solvers do not begin by
trying to find out what has worked for someone else; they
don't try to clone someone else’s solution and impose it
on a different situation. The first principle, then, is that
each problem shounld be regarded as unigue.

The sccond principle calls for being directed by prirposes.
Several studies show that the quality of such solutions is

significantly better than the results from conventional ap-
proaches,

o

3. ‘The third principle stites that having an ideal targef so-
Intion for achicving your purpose can lead to innovative
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solutions and help guide the development of the actual
change you will make.

4. Another principle, the fourth, is that problems don’t exist
in isolation. Each problem is embedded within other prob-
lems, and a solution for onc aeeds carclul specification in
systents terms o make it workable in relation to other
problems and solutions.

5, In approaching a problem, a great deal of time and effort
can be saved by not collecting a lot of information and by
pot reviewing all the studics that have already been done.
The fifth principle asscrts that, at the outset, it is actually
better to limit what yor know about a problem. People,
even experts, are better able to cope with incomplete and
solt data; successful people often prefer it 10 hard data

6. As the pest management case demonsirates, people who
may disagree can join in dealing with a problem cifective-
Iy by focusing initially on purposes. Qutstanding problem
solvers arc diverse people who seek many differcnit
sources of information in their problem-solving efforts.
This is the basis of the sixth principle.

= ‘The seventh principle refutes the conventional wisdom
that you shouldn’t fix something if it isn't broken. For a
solution to be cffective, it has to be maintained and uf-
graded continually toward the target. Bven the target
needs (o be updated regularly. You've got 1o kecp improv-
ing a situation or thing (o prevent it from breaking down
due to entropy, the normal wear and tear of evenls.

Many people alrecady use one or more of these principles.
You may find that some of the principles describe intitions or
commonsense practices that you've already used successfully.

This shouldm't be surprising, since the principles of
Breakthrough Thinking are gencralizations about successful be-
havior, But without some means of coordination, applying a
few of these principles is like entering your ¢ar in a race with-
out tuning its engine.

Truly creative and productive power cian come from ap-
plying ail the principles. consistently and in coordination, 10
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cvery problem that you encounter. Focusing on all of them,
rather than on finding out what's wrong, is often the critical
difference.

Harnessing this power is something that you can do per-
sonally. It can be an astounding discovery that, initially, orga-
nizations can't tackle problems. The thinking power of an
! individual—you—is needed to galvanize a group to meaningful
¢! action. You can also use the power of Breakthrough Thinking
to “go for it” on issucs, dreams, and problems you face.

Increasing your personal cffectiveness in group situa-
tions—on the job, at school, at home, in your community—is
a major poal of this book. Applying the seven principles of
Breakthrough Thinking in a deliberate approach to tie together
thinking and accomplishment should help you accomplish the
following:

» Maximize the effectiveness of your recommendations.
» Maximize the likelihood that your recommendations will be
accepted and implemented.

+ Maximize the effectivencss of the resources that are applied
to the problem.

As background for presenting in detail the principles of
Breakthrough Thinking, Chapters 2 and 3 will help you iden-
tify conventional attitudes, assumptions, and techniques that
might prevent you from being truly effective. For example, you
should get used to the idea that one problem leads incvitably
to another. You will cither drive, or be driven by, this enginc
of change.

-
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Chapler 2

Problems
Begei Problems
(and That’s Good)

The World Future Society not fong ago listed
“2.653 problems facing humanity.” The list ranges from nucle-
- ar war to art forgeries.
i The catalog was cnlightening. But in relation to individ-

- uals and groups, rather than “bumanity,” it hardly scratched

~ the surface. The gamut of problems faced by each individual

~is virtually infinite.

_ We tend to think of problems as rocks on an otherwisc
- smooth pathway of life, but the fact is that they are the rude
- rather than the exception. That is because problems are not

~things, like monkey wrenches and graham crackers: Problems

~ are reflections of states of mind.
A problem, in its simplest definition, is a condition or sct
~ of circumstances that a person or group fhinks should be

~ changed. Problems are the product of human dissatisfactions

and aspirations, including the 2,653 “big” oncs.

e Because dissatisfactions and aspirations are the driving
~ force of life, consequent problems are innumerable and end-
less, In solving one, we in effect step through a portal to a
landscape that is altered, however minutely. And there another
-~ array of problems awiits,

The roots of problems in human dissatisfactions and as-
pirations are both subjective and relative. To a man who takes
pride in his lawn, crabgrass may constitute a problem; his
neighbor may not be bothered by crabgrass at all. But if the
first man's house catches fire, the crabgrass instantly loses di-

37



